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Commissioner for Patents 



The reply brief filed 04/05/2008 has been entered and considered. The application has been forwarded to the Board of Patent 
Appeals and Interferences for decision on the appeal. 



Apphcant requested reconsideration of the information disclosure statement (IDS) filed 10/09/2007. Applicant submitted 
that the Japanese Office action dated August 2, 2007 and filed 10/09/2007 provided an explanation of relevance of these pubhcations. 
Upon further review, the document "System security and operation management" will be considered. However, regarding the 
document "Integration management tool Patrol", other than being cited in the List of Cited Documents in the Japanese Office action, 
there is no explanation of relevance of the document in the Japanese Office action. Therefore, Ihc docunicnl fails lo comply with 37 
CFR 1.98(a)(3) because it does not include a concise explanation of the relevance, as it is presently understood by the individual 
designated in 37 CFR 1.56(c) most knowledgeable about the content of the information, of each patent listed that is not in the English 
language. It has been placed in the application file, but the information referred to therein has not been considered. 
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